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| SAN JO E CITY OF SAN JOSE
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 85113-1905
tel (408) 635-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN -

REZONING FILENUMBER

3 fromsE TN (130 Nolulmaby DO, CAMPRELL

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S

" hiw 0L 05%

REASONOFPROTEST
E protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which [ own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
N is situated at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

W20 UQ(DQJ‘/\A-(JDU\‘ Ve  cAmORere , A
iy 0L 05¥

and is now zoned RI-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement aboveis a:
w/ B/Fee Interest (ownership)
D Leasehold interest which expires on

I:I Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zon'ng Pratestpm65/Application Rev. 6/2/2008




Page2 | ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest s filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shaill be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest, When the owner of
an sligible protest site is a lagal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity, When such lagal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
membaers of the association,
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
lkglm HW‘\DDO\/Q TELEPHONE # L{\O% q b6 A86S
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
W2 demftvony P CamlBerc CA- "Géana
SIGNATURE(Notatized) /7 ' DATE,
%dg% Y (27701 0
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS ciy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cirY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTNAME : DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notatlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Ccmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Useseparate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmESIAppicatlon Rav. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)

: )

COUNTY OFC;!M%’L &m} )
On 6? 27 /2015 before me, /MWKVF

el Notary Public, personally appeared

k erth Haddod " who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person;s) whose namegs') is}'gé subscribed fo the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he{s}xé']tl';e'y executed the same in his/pér/t}aréir authorized capacity(je@, and
that by his/hér/their signature(g) on the instrument the persongg), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person@j acted, executed the instrument.

55,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

his d k. ) Y OB E |
paragrap 1s irie ana correc ”ARM PEPPER

COMM. #1813285
Notary Public - California

o 2

-

rr 4 pH TR
AN - iRy
& tﬂ}

WITNESS mwhand,and bfficial seal. _ Santa Clara County =
/Mj Ry Comm Exgires Sep. 16,2012
(AN (Seal)
Notary Public ¢§°e
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
‘ )} ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed fo the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity{ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument. :

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

201943701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

QOwners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into

~ the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses '
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is nulf and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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WAL AL N PN A, CITY OF SAN JOSE
CAVITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Buflding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Sireet

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Waebsite: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION
ED

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
GQUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED 388 j) allas D Cam T))!M”; 0o

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) _
A -G

YiZ -39-901Y

REASON OF PROTEST ’

| protest the proposed rezoning because Sec Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe propenty by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

385 ~—Dnu.J.l ol T Deovve
Coamplatl, Lo 95003
V239 o4y

and is now zoned 1R1-8 Distriet. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:

;& Feelnterest (ownership)

[[] teasehold interest which expires on

I:I Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zonlng Protestpm&5/AppEcation Rav. 5{2/2008
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

members of the association,

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided Interest of at Jeast 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease which has a
remaining term of 1en years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest petition shaft be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such lagal entity is a homeowner's association, the profest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s} of such assotiation, or, In lleu thereof, by 51% of the

F"'

_[PRINTNAME . DAYTIME
M ) K{/ TELEPHONE# 408 <6 9 7-2.5 5Ly
ADDRESS Q- CITY STATE ZIP CODE
A8 D od Las - 0 amghel Co_ 95008
SIGNATURE (Notarize / Q sz S L7 b DATE é}) Zj» 10
PRINTNAME~, . DAYTIME
O | e —ﬁv [ TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS _ : . : , ,
TEE 295 Dalas Briver amphbell TTCA TGE00

SIGNATURE (Notarizedi/ % //M
L

MRG58 - 2000

PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cIty STATE ZIPCCDE
SIGNATLURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cIry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheetif necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonkng Protast pm&5fAppEcation Rev, 8/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

{’ . i
COUNTY OF Ayeritor (Foercs. )

On Aeyplordu 257 1es0 before me, ?ﬁaﬁl@%«« /: «&%%+%"__ Notary Public, personally appeared

"t Lennd , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(g) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in histher/their authorized capacityfies), and
that by his/herftheir signature(s} on the instrument the person{g), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

_ PATRICIA GOLLOTT
A Comm, No. 1813427
Brd HOTARY PUBLIC . CALIFORNIA 3

WITNESS my hand and official seal. SANTACLARA COUNTY

el N T P

Y
i nt e e o

d ey

/ cnlivees,. (7){4//,9?‘3 (Seal)
Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
4 4 }  ss.
COUNTY OF o s )

On ‘z&f;&* o 25,2767 before me, ‘74'/{“/4% /:“/} M/"‘? Notary Public, personally appeared

Lo lo.  Aiias ~ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(g) whose nameLs’j isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me thathe/she/they executed the same inhisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/theiz signature(s) on the instrument the person(ﬁf, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(ﬁj acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct. . R e
: PATRICIA QOLLOTT
: ) No?:ﬂfnm. No.1813427
G Y PUBLIC- '
<t / LIC - CALIFORMIA
M

SANTA CLARA COUNTY
y Gomm. Explres Sapt, 16, 2012

D g st et
R iy

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

i s,

Y
S

’ a.z/szf:.a,f,gﬂﬂ /;ﬁé}(}/&ﬁfﬂ (Seal)
Notary Public

20194370,
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Sreamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City

of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross actes, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my propetty and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners o annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support {rom
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’'s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analvsis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff hasnot provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of ficor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code §21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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| SAN JOSE | CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Waebsite: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN BY

REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING
PROTESTED. . Uan DA LiAas DA

ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S)
Ui - 39- O3

REASON OF PROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate shest if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interesi of at least §1%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filad,
is situated at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number}

HOO  Dawens Dt
Y2— 31~ 039

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which [ own in the property described in the statement above is a:

E‘l Fee Interest (ownership)

|:| Leasshold interest which expires on

El Cther: (explain}

PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Prolest.pmB5/AppEeation Rav. 6/2/2008
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

duly authorized officer(s)

members of the association.

petition shall be signed by the duly authorized off

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided int
which such protest is filed, such Interest being not merely an saseme
remaining term of ten years or longer shaft be deemed an "owner
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a persan or per

“for

N

purposes of this protest. When the owner of
sons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
icer{s) of such association,

arest of at least 51% inthe lot or parcel for

t. Atenantunderalease which has a

or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the

PRINTNAME i L DAYTIME
N R 1 -4 ¥ YL TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS { | A ,% CITY STATE ZIPCOD
oo DMend, On. caumpbell Cd G OO
SIGNATURE(NoW //4/// DATE / /
' g [ 70
PRINTNAME# DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CcY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE 7IP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CIY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DE

SK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmBs/Application Rev. 6/2008



STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

)} ss
COUNTY OF fiM!ﬁ a/ﬁ% _ )

On 1/ b befpre me, ’ vwao Notary Public, ersonally appeared
% m%&m‘/ o the bass of

1 ~__ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-$o be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity{ies), and

that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behatf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct. '

S . 3 .
Cormmission # 17964)
21 notaty Public - californta

8 santa Ciata Ccounty

wcm.weswmzz,zmz

WITNESS my hand and official seal,

STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

) ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me,

, Notary Public, personally appeared

___, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and

acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in hisfher/ftheir authorized capacity{ies), and

that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)
Notary Public

201943701



Residential

ATTACHMENT A.

AllACIEVLL L ==

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny - the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upont annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite 0 - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses My property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Propetty
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property OWners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this offort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners' interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. AS recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s Jetter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 5010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with

Campbell, and stated a clear preference o be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary it will resultina downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services fhat we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not cesolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forthin Government Code § 56375.3(0)(6)-

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning onmy property.

5. Env ironmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance R the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“El "y is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete On August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). AS such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need tobe prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimurm, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections O changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the
o

San Jose Planning Commission August 95th public hearing On the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambsian 36 property OoWners
based on this insufficient notice as well as Jack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is aull and void and the City Council's consideration of
fhe Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B)-
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SANJOSE | o CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Sireet

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

BE ED NING

COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD# ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN

FILENUMBER

BY.

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED ) 041 Sclrvine O Cﬂ\ws_'{)bL,\/\

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

Uf-0S . s
REASONOFPROTEST

[ protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheotif necessary

The property in which { own an undivided interest of at least 519%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
Is situated at: {describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

} 08\&? e {‘Lfc‘i{\f\)(f)
H1Y- 085 -0OYE

and is now zoned R1-8 bistrict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which [ own in the property described in the statement above is a:
&L FeeIntersst {ownership)
[ ] Leasehold interest which expires on

[] other: (expiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zoning Protestome5/Applicalion Rev. 6/2/2008




Page?2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easemsnt. A tenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner® for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legai entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lisu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.
PRINT NAME L , DAYTIME i} . ]
Qo o Do\ tecerone# 1R % DA L\
ADDRESS ciy STATE ZIPCODE
L4 L Sadvex np VX, wax,\e\ Cn Tsonl
SIGNATURE (Notarized) / /7 , DATE .
o 1tk U7 s
PRINTNAME -~ (/ DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) ‘ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CIry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cITy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate sheetif necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng ProtastpmE5/Apptcation Rav. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

COUNTY OF 5% W }

e

55,

On ﬁ[ {/M/( (6 before me, M«é« Wé{ﬁ , Notary Public, personally appeared
m:’* i Gottl , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceo be the person(s) whose name(s)45fare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefghgithey executed the same in hisflienftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/herAtheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s}, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct. :

M. s,

Commission # 1796411

WITNESS my hand and official seal. L el Notary Publlc - California
Sanla Clarc: County

/ﬁ&ary?ubhc

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parce! for
which such protest s filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease whichhasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shalt be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal enitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s} of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
patition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s} of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the assaciation,
PRINT NAME Z/ DAYTIME o
/"//'é’ pi K /g o/ 72 TELEPHONE# S0 F - 57577 Jo2p
ADDRESS . cITY STATE ZIPCODE
-y e P
SO G2 Salerme Li  Campbey L9 Jszed
SIGNATURE (Notarized) /’/ 4 . ﬁ . BATE
V4 % 4 e/ 7 7 ‘3/“/ &
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS criy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS cimy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cny ‘ STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng Piotest pme5/Apptcation Rev, B/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
COUNTY OR Fﬁﬁz‘fﬁ (/} /j//"& ; ss.

Mry Public, personally appeared

/ A [ / __, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-o be the person(s) whose namejaf is/é"{é'subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/hesfthair authorized capacity{ips], and
that by his/herftheir signature(s} on the instrument the person(s')f or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

LORI A. cAt.Lc1m; :}‘{'30“
WITNESS my hand and official seal. Comm, No.18

SANTACLARA COUNTY
My Comm. Explres Oct.18, 2012

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, _ Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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CITY OF

e
, SAN JOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel {408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Wehsite: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL

DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
: PLAN By
REZONING FILENUMBER -

ADDRESSOFPROPERTVEENS 460 Curtner [hvgnve  (emphel], c 95008

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) 414
-~ 05- 05/

>~

REASONOFPROTEST
See Attachment A

i protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheet if necessary
/ The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being fited,

is situated at: (describe properly by acddress and Assessor's Parcel Number)

4o Cortper Avene Camlplpc,ﬂ, CA 9508
Hiy— p§-ps]

~and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which 1 own in the property described in the statement above is a:

x [E/Fea Interest (ownership)

|:| Leasehold interest which expires on

[[] other:(expiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,
Zoning Prolest pi65/Applcalion Rev, 6/2/2008




Page2

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

petition shall be signed

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parce! for
which such protest is filed, such interest belng not merely an easement. Atenant undera lease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shalf be deemed an "owner* for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a lagal entitiy other than a persosn or persons, the protest petiion shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legatenlityisa homeowner's association, the protest

members of the association.

by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% ofthe

PRINT NAME DAYTIME _
il Parf‘i sA TELEPHONE # 403 ~-332-%003

ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIP CODE

4o Cortper Avenve ) (ﬁmﬂeﬂ (A Gseo8
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE 9 / /

27//0
PRINT NAME Y Y DAYTIME 99y
T\ (Dmr AW TELEPHONE# 0¥ - 30 - ﬂw:‘b

ADDRE CITY A [

Brigo Couvhrer Pvenwes (hagoell TR 45003
SIGNATURE (ficarized) Q - A \ DATE4 /7. 4 / (0
PRINT NAME DAYTIME ’ )

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIVE

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmE5/Appication Rav. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
COUNTY OFCDTVJ&. @&.MJ ; SS'

On ?/ 2“7/ 2010 before me, M A& g//’cﬂ/, Notary Public, personally appeared
’,e ke M‘;.xg_. f,m( {?A)Mﬁ’]'ﬂp &a%ﬁ)mﬂ—« who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidbice-to be the person(s) whose name(s) jgfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s} on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

!4 ol 2o '
O [AerEay
WITNESS maI. A, 2Y)

( A
Mr}r Puémﬂ

MARIA PEPPER
COMM. #1813285 2
Notaty Public - Catifpinia 3
Santa Clara County =
Comm, Expires Sep. 16, 2012

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

T certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1




Residential

ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) ("Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which recejved preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’'s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” |

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




SANJOSE . o GITY OF SAN JOSE

CABITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Gania Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3655 fax (408) 292-6055

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE —— — ————
PLAN By

REZONING FILE NUMBER

roessoreoren o g3 Gy ofl vy [l Lompbell, €4 95008
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) "’ILIQ“ LILO” 03 (7 ! '
REASONOFPROTEST '

See Attachment A

| protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheet if necassary

The property inwhich fown an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: {describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number}

L . [
6% Sweelbrar U C}ﬁ/e};ﬂbé/{, A Tos

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement aboveis a:

g FeeInterest (ownership)

[[] vLeasehold interest which expires on

E] Othar: {explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protast. pmBSAppcation Rev. B12{2008



Page?2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 1% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest bsing not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner” for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest siie is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest petilion shall be signed by the
duly authorized ofiicer(s) of such legal entity, When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
pefition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s} of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the assoclation.

a3

FRINTIAME [ © I/ /}g5 l/ 57171—/ eepuong 108 - 309 -O1§7

ADDRESS g 6 5 | 51114/ 27;7,’0/3}%/ }/’ ciTY C.c? wb}ﬂéd / STATE C 4 zgcﬁggg >
SIGNATURE (Notarized) - — DATE
A C? ’0’9 ~/ (&,
PRINTNAME . o DAYTIME w -
/I/\f&,(‘/l ¢ {/r (YL& M p TELEPHONE # L{OJ}”’S L/0,7;é>

Y]

AD:RESS B3 3(/» ce %bﬂ%féf / Cmf@np./ﬁé( ST?ET'% 5600 P
SIGNATURE (Notarized)
o F-STan) - 23~/ 0

PRINT NAME ' 7 DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CrY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAY TIVE

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CHY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIVE

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Useseparate shestif necessary

PLEASE GALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning ProtestpmB5/Application: Rav. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

county or_4bnh CLUALE )

On 0’“ !’VI/IH before me, M -47‘ w&tﬁ , Notary Public, personally appeared
mj“\f . ?MW M2 11?}6{5 ?: %f M’ff) - , who proved to me on the basis of

7

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfarssubscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/phey executed the same in hisfher/thigipauthorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/theifignature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct. e il
M. S. LUCIO E

Aedy  Commission # 1796411
31 Notary Publle - California 2

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

o (Seal)

Notary Public

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
} oss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

__, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(fes), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomnia that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District tpon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

i. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Qwners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbelil. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambzrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 yeats ago -~ and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral requiest and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




‘ SANJO CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Bultding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clava Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

te! (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
, DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

PLAN BY

REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING
PROTESTED 72T UNON AvET
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) Y12 -7 pos

REASONOFPROTEST
{ protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate shest if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being fited,
is situated at: (describe propery by address and Assessor's Parcel Niimber)

D81 v ApE
Y82 " 37 - 008

and Is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the properly described in the statement above is a:

IE Fesinterest {ownership)
D Leasehold interest which expires on

[] otner:(exptain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zonlag Pintast pmEs/Application Rav, 6/2/2008




ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

Page2
This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% inthelotor parcel for
which such protest is filed, such Interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under & lease whichhasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an “owner" for purposes of this protest, When ihe owner of
an eligible profestsite s & logal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition ghall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legat entity, When such legal entity is & homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by ihe duly authorized officer(s} of such assoclation, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.
PRINTNAME _ DAYTIME
N AR) A, oo SolE . QWNEY O eprionez Y08 15 0-07 14
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCOD
725 uwieN AVE CamPIELL Culif 45 00%
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE:
%’I/W? 7 . Buarns Sepd 23 20)0
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZiPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYNIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cimy STATE ZiPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Iy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate sheet if necessary
PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APP LICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng Protast pma5Appleation Rev, B/2/2008



STATE OF CALIFORNIA \ )

COUNTYOPE£&945L%ACQQEAGLJ § >

) Notary Public, personally appeared
g hnald (iad C/{M‘)‘F (Ao A who proved to me on the basis of
séhzsfactcry evidence-to be'the person(BYwhose name(k) isfare-subscribed to fhe within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey-executed the same in his/hesftheir authorized cap acity(i&is), and
that by hisfhes/their signature(yy on the instrument the person(r‘r), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(’%} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

commisston # 1733376

WITNESS my hand and official seal. ™, Commisin ¢ e
§ " gania Clata County

&egziéﬂﬁjvzn7(%§>¢VWL94?J , fif“,Jhﬁdw_Hﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁpﬁﬁig

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
' ‘ o} ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, __, Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny — the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my propetty to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with - and is a necessary prerequisite t0 — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Reguests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners fo annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell, In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-gunexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remaing
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 9010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. ‘The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultina downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
arban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEOA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of SanJose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
not accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). Assuch,a
supplemental or subsequent IR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval, As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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e Piann‘;ng;, Buﬂdmg and | Code Enforcement

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY
200 East Santa Clara Street
san José, CA 951131 905
tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Wehsiie: www.sanjoseca. gov/planning

COUNCIL
DISTRICT

FILE NUMBER

DATE — ————

PLAN A —

QUAD # \ ZONING GENERAL

REZONINGFILE NUMBER

= A£G OF PROPERTY PEIN |
- Pgo'?ESTED " )3 2 - ?}ﬂ) %VM 2 WM’Q

- ASSE?EOR'S PARCE[&LJMBER{S) :

REASONOF PROTEST
protest the proposed rezoning because See AttaChment A

|
Use separaie shestif necessary
ed interest of at least 51%, and on pehalf of which ihis protestis being filed,

ddress and Assessor's parcel Number)

The property in which  own an undivid
s situated at: (describe property by &

|
- © /

el

' S el Lo 36

and is now zone Rl 8

The undivided interest which!ownin the property described inthe statement above is &

%Fee interest (ownership)

[[] Leasehold interest which expires on

D Other: {explain) /

8) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Pmtestpmﬁs!hppicalhn Rev. 6/2/2008

PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESKAT (40
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by

petition shail be signed by the cluby
membersofthe agsociation.

which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an gasement.

remaining term of ten years or longer shall
y other thana person of persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the

an eligible protest site Is a legal ontitl
| entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest

duly authorized officer(s) of such lega

undivided interest of at joast 51% inthe lot or parcel for
Atenant undera lease whichhas a
When the owner of

an "owner" for purposes of this protest.

of such association, of, in lieu thereof, by 51% ot the

—~

PRIATNAME #

ADDRESS

SIGNATURE tarized) -
% %4W . .
PRINTNAME * * ;P DAYTIME éﬁa /
bk C e W e L. L vV E TELEPHON g 70704
ADDRESS g STATE ZIPCODE
P | SECA.
URE (Notarized) . DATE /

RINT NAME il “ DAYTIME / 4
- TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

~_|TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY E Z\P CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAY TIME

lTELEPHONE#

ADDRESS cY STATE ZIPCODE
SlGNATURE(Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

7IP CODE

SIGNATURE (Notarized)

DATE

Useseparaie sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN

APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

2o0ing Plo!astmBS!Appl‘m\ion Rev. 5212008



STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

~ )
county or S AV f/} C’/ /4 R /4 )
On §7[ RS, 20(0 _ vefore me, &MUD) ,D%’uﬂ/) Notary Public, personally appeared

16 L0 who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s{whose name(¥) 1s/are-subscr1bed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me thathe @ they executed the same in hts@hen’ authorized capacity(ie%), and
that by ki theff signaturefs) on the instrument the person{sy, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(S{ acted, executed the instrument.

58,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

| 47T Commission # 1733376 |
WITNESS my hand and official seal. & 4k Notary Public - Callfomia

Sonta Clara County 2

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s} whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/fthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature{s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personis) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENTA

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite t0 -~ the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses My property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property OWNers to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interestin annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s Jetter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, «Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Wil Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the conirary, it will resultina downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara ot an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation purstant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forthin Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses arc currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it hasnot provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEC DA, FEnvironmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQ #y, the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San Jos¢ 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is Jegally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). Assuch, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is

required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests ¢or deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant fhe deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




SAN _]OSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Website: www.sanioseca.goviplannlng
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CAPITAL OF SHICON VALLEY

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

COUNGL

FILE NUMBER
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE -— — —————
PLAN BY
e
REZONINGFILE NUMBER

SOREGS OF PROPERTY BEING
PROTESTED \\ 66 WORMMDY DR, CaMOte L, CA  a50%

ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S)
Lju - 0L-056

REASONOF PROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet ifnacessary

‘The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on pehalf of which this protestis heing filed,
is situaied at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described inthe statement abovels .

D Fealnterest (ownership}

[ teasehold interest which expires on_Q 1/ 112

I:l Other: {explaln) ————— /

| Dowewen

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Pmlastpmssmppﬁmihn Rav.8/2/2008



ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Page?2

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided inter 1% inthe fot of parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an sasement. A tenant under alease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longel shall be deemed an nowner* for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an sligible protest site (s a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest pefition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such tegal entity. When such legal eniityis 2 homeowner's assoclation, the protest

petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, Of, in lieu thereof, by 51% of ihe

members ofthe association.

PRINT NAME MF\(L(\—\N (\ae’\\\\\k DAYTIME NE # {0} 277 ol

DATE
pajetiio
PRINT NAME v DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cyY STATE ZiPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
_ TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE Z1P CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME

ZIPCODE

ADDRESS

SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

SRINT NAME DAYTIME

o ITELEPHONE#

ADDRESS oY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

PRINT NAME IOAYTIME

TELEPHONE#

ADDRESS oY Z1PCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Useseparate sheetif necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zon!nngtastpmﬁﬁjAppﬁcaﬁon fov. B/2/2006



STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

COUNTY O SAMIA CLARA

S

58.

% 22 2010 pefore me, A@lm br&’d«(,@f)Notary Public, personally appeared
/ﬁ/ &/&Zwu Ao tﬂ%ﬁ/ﬂ/ , who proved to me on the basis of
sahsfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) 1s/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

i Notary Public - Callfornia
"G4 santa Clara County

Notary Public

ST'ATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF _SAMA CLARA )

On W 22, 10 before me, __, Notary Public, personally appeared

___, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey exccuted the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the insirument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

20194370,
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desite of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-anmexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’'s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As stich, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5, Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA, Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF SAN JOSE
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Website: wmv.sanioseca.gov!plannlng

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL

DISTRICT OATE A Z"‘J/”/D

BY

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL
PLAN

REZONINGFILE NUMBER

ggg?EES&’STSEgFPHOPEHTYBEiNG %‘_{ = é’[ﬂ/ﬁfbﬂﬂﬂf/ Do Lol .. s

ASGSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S)
iz~ ef 1= 007

REASON OF PROTEST
| protestthe proposed rezoning because _S_ee Attachment A

—_—

Useseparaie sheetif necessary

The property in whiich | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situatad at: {describe property by address and Assessors parcel Number)

WY S bt - Clmpbetl. PAA: 3
J]z 4] -067

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which! own in the property described in the statement abovels al
m FeeInterest (ownership)
D Leasehold interest which expires on

[} Other:(explain) —

PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zoning Protast prB5iApplcation Rav. 6/2/2008
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by
which such protest is filed, suc
rermaining term of ten years or
an eligible protest site is alegal
duly authorized officer (8)

members ofthe association.

ONE or more owners of &
hinterest being not merely an eas
longer shall be deem
entitiy other than a pers
of such legal entity. When suc
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s)

n undivided interest of

ed an "owner'

at least 51% in the lot of parcel for
or a lease whichhas a

'for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
otition shall be signed by the
¢s association, the protest

% ofthe

ement. Atenant und

on or persons, the protest p
h legal entity is & homeowne
of such association, of, in fieu thereof, by 51

PRINTNAME DAYTIME
ELLEN pAeed TELEPHONE# Yo} 37144
ADDRESS _ oY éfTATE ZIP CODE
95y Swezt Pl DE Amperze.
SIGNATURE (Notarized) &; /4 \ DATE ,
T L A-75-10

PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE Z\PCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cTY STATE ZIP GODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE Z\P CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) \ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) \ DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cImY STATE ZiP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) \ DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary
PLEASE GALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng ProtastpmGSiApplication Rav.5/2/2008



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
N ) ) ss
COUNTY OF\S@/IQQL Q/&MCZ/ )
fas A
On A5 , 977/0 before me, 14001 M Notary Public, personally appeared
__, who proved tome on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, exccuted the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

mmisslon # 1733376 £
Notary Public - Callfomnia
$anfa Clara County g

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

A Q (,&;4()2/(__?77 C,a()’}ﬂ,%/ (Seal

5w
Notary Public ARG e o
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, ___, Notary Public, personally appeared

____, who proved tome on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny - the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

L Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-aniexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property ownerg’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultina downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 yeats ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B}.
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CITY OF SAN JOSE

Planning, Bullding and Cote Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA95113-1905

te! (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Website: www.sanjoseca.goviplanning

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT o
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE M
PLAN -
REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESSOFPROP@- TYBEING

PROTESTED S cunthrare 23 C t’)é)-& I C l‘rg“ ?\5'?0'8

E?ESSOH‘S PAR [EL NUMBER(S

REASONOFPROTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheat if necessary

The property in which t own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on pehalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

CIO Sesuatbror ) Ca mﬁé-_g” CAq5voo¥
YixUlwoh

and is now zoned R1-8 District, {in Santa Clara County)

The uncy intorest which | own in the property described inthe statement above Is a:
F

e Interest (ownership)

[] Leasehold interest which expires on

D Other: {explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning ProfestpmE5/Application Rev. A/2/2008




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site Is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such lagal entity. When such legal entity Is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lisu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

PRINTRAVE D oha ld L Whit VNE' ??Eﬁ%m# ’108’"? 77"6:3'8
Aﬁjgﬁ gw-c-c‘f'b yaliv 10.. C gm_‘Qbil - I(ETATE ? ‘3- épé%E

SIGNATURR(Notagized) - DATE
e S by Sant 22-(2000 |

PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #

ADDRESS ] cY 'STATE . . . ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) ‘ DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) ' A S o DATE

Lo ¢, Lt

PRINT NAME DAYTIVE

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAVTIVE

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Iy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoalog Protast pmBS/AppEcation Rav.6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

couny or _ T O )

S

55.

On qm [ A before me, h-6 U/mb , Notary Public, personally appeared
M/WNM Lo WiH NGy~ _, who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-o be the person{s) whose name(s)dsfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me thatjﬁﬁahe/they executed the same i hid/her/their authorized capacity{jes), and
ihat b or/their signature(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

AAJLAAAALAAA“

[ certify, undet PENALTY,OF PERJURY under the laws of the

State of California that the fogegofng-
. paragraph is true and correct. . 3 - ‘

: © M. S. Lcio" %
s commisslon # 17964110

1} Nolary Public - Calitornla €

sania Clata County o

s 22,2012 |

. WITNESS my hand and official seal.

& ¢ {Seal)
/N/btary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
Cn before me, __, Notary Public, personally appeared

__, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s} whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature{s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, exectited the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that wotild result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Strearnlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined #yrban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell divected its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staft. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, #Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultina downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6)-

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Fnvironmental Review of Prezoning V iolates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its cerlification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (stuch as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). Assuch, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor cotrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25¢h public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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CITY OF &2 -

| S JOS% | CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Webslte: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

e —

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING -
PROTESTED  €6,% Sweetloriax Vaue

ASSESSORSPARCEL NUMBER(S) p .
) ~H -0l
REASONOFPROTEST

See Attachment A

| protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which fhis protestis being filed,
is situated at: (descrlbe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

XY Sweetbriac WL
CO\V\&Y)‘OEH, (J’A. ‘i%’cog
APN 41 2.-ULl-006

and is now zoned R1-8 pistrict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is &
m FesInterest (ownership)

L___l Leasehold interest which expires on

r_—_l Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning ProtastpmeS/Application Rev. Bf2f2008



Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest s filed, such interest being not merely an easement. A tenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a fegal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such iegal eniilyis a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

PRINT NAME DAYTIME e
Crephen 3. Rowo. e EproNE # (108) 553 -5104
ADDRESS T _ CITY STATE ZiP CODE
GLg Sweetlbtioc Dave Coun Wbd\ CA. 45008
SIGNATURE (Ngtaylz ; DATE
_&SM&: v/ 22 10
PRINTNAME }? DAYTIME
D orona a0 & TELEPHONE #

STATE IPCOD

ADDRESS 70,9 §we&’é’/9)f@‘?/ r, (%,pée// Chl- 15077 K

SIGNATURE (Notarlzéd) / D / ] /
%/!/IW / < Z / o
PRINTNW -~ ' DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS chay STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS ciTy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHCNE#
ADDRESS ey STATE ZiIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmB5/AppLcation Rev. 672/2008



STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

) ss
county oF __ et CUbk )
On 1 [?ﬂ/{ 4 before me, Mﬁf ¢ m __, Notary Public, personally appeared
AR . — __, who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(syisfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me thattwsshe/they executed the same inyHisyher/their authorized cap acity(ies), and
that byis/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing.
paragraph is true and correct. ' 7 PR A:AZ ALGC?I(; 2, E
N Commission # 1796411
';' Notary Public - Catifornia £
/" santa Clara County @
1

i P 22 id (Seal)
}ét{t'ary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
)} ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, _, Notary Public, personally appeared

___ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

1 protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessaty prerequisite t0 - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of Gan Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, jdentify with

Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultina downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and ithas not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Eurthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability o provide fire




Residential

service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny — the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Sireamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorpoi‘ated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Propetty
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resoived the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environumental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




crry oF £

£

SAN JOSE

CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Sireet

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Website: www.sanjoseca.goviplanning

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD# ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN -
REZONING FILE NUMBER

PROTESTED

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)
YiY -oy-015

1291 O\mpi, Aue.. (‘cm?lat,bk 9500%

REASONQFPROTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning becauss See Attachment A

Use separate sheet i necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

1290 Dlgwpia Ave

Hiy- oy’

015

and is now zoned R1-8

District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:

E/ FeeInterest (ownership)

[[1 vLeasehold interest which expires on

!:l Other: {(expiain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zoning Pratest pmB5/AppEcation Rav, 6/2/2008
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -~ the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 ~ an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Page2

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

membesrs of the association.

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the ol or parcet for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an “owner® for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a lagal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such lagal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shali be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the

PRINT NAME ) DAYTIME U a
Pﬁ\ul <o tp Lo TELEPHONE# ‘0% -3649 16
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
G .
l'g"\“i}’ O moin A Campbh  (j 9S 00%
SIGNA rized J DATE ¢
SHTIER TS A-22-10
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE

Useseparate sheetifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmb5/AppEcation Rev. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
COUNTY OF&:-:QC&/@Q& W oy, ; 55,

On gﬁ@f{’]& U before me, /fQé’//rZ]? Q%z(/() Notary Public, personally appeared
5@ __;%MZHJ j@t!/hr m/ AR ,» who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose Tt name(s) 1sfare subscribed to the within instrument and

acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/herftheir authorized capacity(ies), and

that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

Commmton # 1733376

WITNESS my hand and official seal. - 3HEES 2 Notary Public - Callformia

s \§Z%, ganta Clara Counly
bl 77 oy 2G (Seal)

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
)} ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s} is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal}

Notary Public

20194370.1




Residential

ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly coniradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket info our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5, Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA"). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Nofice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

te! (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Wehsite: www.sanjoseca,gov/planning

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT g
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE 4 A5 /0
PLAN By
REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESSOFPROPERTYBENG , PO
PROTESTED  //32 Loy yr (Many  (Bomobel/ _om  9SW8
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) 4 /

Y)Y =) - 09

REASONOFPROTEST
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| protest the proposed rezoning bscause See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situaied at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

/33 ERIN WAY (awmpbed/, OF F5ToX
AN/ 1A~ 1 — 04K

and is now zoned R1-8

District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement aboveis a:
E Feeinterest (ownership)
D Leasshold interest which expires on

D Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmB5/AppEcation Rev. £/2/2008
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lof or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. A tenant under alease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner” for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer{s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homsowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members ofthe association,
PRINT NAME ' edf DAYTIME .
Da%c/cc:/ Yy 7f"2)zy << TELEPHONE# 208 =260~ 3222
ADDRESS . - CITY STATE ZIP CODE
/0 BR L BN Wy  Xirrdboc it/ Y Reuny
SIGNATURE (Notarized) 4 v DATE o
/4 / o AT
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Lisc émwéﬁ wha. (o5t nce SIPaess e eprones J0 8 55T 8772
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£33 Lo/ (/e Loyl & S0
SIGNATURE (Notarized) . 4 DATE
gl gl DT e 7B O
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CHY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cIry STATE ZIPCOBE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS ony STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate shest if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning ProtestpmbhiAppication Rav. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA
) ss

COUNTY OF SW @/QW‘—“ )

On %ﬂrﬂ‘}’ DS, 200 before me, /\Q(-@'X,Q/%'ﬂ %4’714570 Notary Public, personally appeared

ctvof QUotis Lfrpecga - who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

Commisslon # 1733376

WITNESS my hand and officiai seal. i ] Notary Publlc - Califomia §
' santa Clara County

L/O Care 1 QM oo .

Notary Public

STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

COUNTY OF SM @@M «r i -

On S%)‘l IS, 0 before me, /\'Q”ﬂé')y @7/(«@ Notary Public, personally appeared
Ol Yerieo 2 0s %&é{/ &W—” , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the péfson(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and

acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and

that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s}, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

/\,0 Lol \)/) 1 thi%/

Notary Public

" DIANE M, JAMES
Commission # 1733876 L
Notary Public - California E
santa Ctara Counly

_MyComm.Bxphes A 20,2011 ]
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5, Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to incJude new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING STAFF

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL

DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

PLAN ay
REZONING FILENUMBER
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
(PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE)
ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING ]
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HiH -0\~ 049

REASON OF PROTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning because Sce Attachment A

Use separate sheetifnecessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is si\uated at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

W Enin Wy
C ompbedl CA 4500%
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T

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above Is a:

@/Fee Interest (ownership)

D Leasehold interest which expires on

D Other: (explain}

PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmG5fApplication Rev. 6/2/2008
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SIGNATURE(S) OF PROTESTANT(S)

members of the association.

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at feast 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. A tenant under alease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner® for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall he signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer{s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
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Use separate sheetif necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zering Protest pmesfApplication Rev. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF 51{\,4& @{@Y’Q—f )

On_77. S‘Q/@k—' QOEO before me, MM Notary Public, personally appeared

(! ‘_f'\ nstine. Kedloy” , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s} on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

Ao

, KAREN M, VAHAMAKI.E

Coun, § 1848815

WITNESS my hand and official seal, fﬁ ST ROTARY Pu’suc CALFORKIA
N SantA CLink COURTY
i

- t< C\,Q\_/ b s Cou. Ex o 1 zm-‘
i v e g
Q;\Q:f\—c\'\\ (Seal)

Notary Public \

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
}  oss.

COUNTY OF _ 7PNtk CUMA )

On 4/ %{ tﬁ before me M 5 U/& (e , Notary Public, personally appeared

" *‘H@M&i %{ , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s} whose name(s)dsfa@re subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me thatdig/She/they executed the same indfis/er/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregomg

paragraph is true and correct. oDt e doidisfinddiatinf
’ M. §. LUCIO %
A Commission # 1796411

/%1 Notary public - Callfornla
Sania Clara County

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Notublic

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition sighed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA"). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’'s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




| SAN JOS CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

te! (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

&

FILENUMBER

TCOUNCIL
DISTRICT

QUAD# ZONING GENERAL DATE
, PLAN ' By

REZONINGFILENUMBER

[ ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PHOTESTED /92 _ERIN WAY, CAmPBELL, <A 9500¢

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)
“414-02-024

REASONOFPROTEST
i protest ihe proposéd rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided Interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

Y2 ERIN waAy, <hmpBALL  cf A50CE
Ly -2 —o24

_ and is now zoned R1-8 bistret, (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which ! own In the property described in the statlement aboveisa:
FeeoInterest (ownearship)
[:[ Leasehold interest which expires on

(] Other:(exptain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoréng Protast pmES/Appication Rev. 6/2/2008
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. A fenant under alease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an “owner* for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
pelition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members ofthe association.
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
eANDIN  PETERSON TELEPHONER /B Y1)~ 376
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
1192 ERTN why LAMPBELL : R
SIGNATURE (Notarized ' DATE _
7/ 09 /2 2/22/l)
: DAYTIME . 4
T TELEPHONE#
\ CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS ciry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmE5/AppEcation Rav, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

. }  ss.
COUNTY OF Sguika Clan )
- ws
on_q-21~ (C before me, méﬁw{‘“ A““@ , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of

Brondon Gebersow
satisfactory evidence-to be the personfg) whose name(g) isfare-subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/herftheir-authotized capacityes), and

that by his/her/their signature(s).on the instrument the personts), or the entity upon behalf of which the

person{s)-acted, executed the instrument,

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Catifornia that the foregoing

paragraph is true and correct.

e i

HELLE ANTONOWICZ |
Commission # 1851838 K
Nolary Public - California 2

Sania Clara County
L2013 K

R

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

heodilec

Y= My Comm. Explres Jun
R i st e e S e
{Seal) '

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, __, Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the

person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1




Residential
ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to ~ the City

of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my propetty and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s Jetter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian £#36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a compatison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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| SAN JOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Strest

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

%.—

‘ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING _

PROTESTED (163 R wi™ | ArPBELL oA q5c 08
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) ’
414- o1~ 05
REASONOFPROTEST
1 protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Usa separate shest ifnecessary

The property in which [ own an undivided inlerest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: {describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

oS €&y Wi | carfPleae  ca (5003
Pabeel ¢ Hit-o[-050

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described In the statement above is a:

@/’T:ee Interest {ownership)

E] Leasehold interest which expires on

[] other:(exptain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Frotest pmb5/Appication Rev, 6272008




ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

Page2
This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. A tenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner* for purpases of this protest. When the owner of
an sligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such tegal entity. When stich legal entity is a homeowner's assoctation, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in fieu thereoi, by 51% of the
members of the association,
PRINT NAME DAYTIME o
EitH £, M ARS - TeLEPHONE# 08 -314-747]
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
(153 &pw) W CrPREL L i $5008
S!GNATURE(Notarizec% {2, GJ%{/\ DATE ]
; » S=PT AS [ 2.0)0
PRINTNAME -7 ~ DAYTIME !
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciry STATE Z2IPGODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Ty STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS Iy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
tse separate sheetif necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zoning Piotest pmsSApplication Rev, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
’ ) ss.
COUNTY OF %Ceﬂﬂ\ @ QCU! Qs )
Ong'%+ ?”;f 3’0/0 bféore me, AN L4 f: 5!# g % éfﬁjl{j@ , Notary Public, personally appeared
\ Eo ol Vol “Nawnahe , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(sthose name(d) isfare-subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey-ekecuted the same in his/herftheir authorized capacity(ﬁ,:z&), and
that by his/her/their signature‘(qﬁ on the instrument the person@, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person'féfacted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Catifornia that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

™ DIANE M. JAMES

N\ Commlission # 1733376
H Notary Public - Californla g
7  Santa Clora County

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

h Lt Dernscs (Sea)
Notary Public (_/
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
, ) ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, ; Notary Public, personally appeared

» who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s} is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal}

Notary Public

26194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost, The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as Jack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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SAN JOSE ) o CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER [courqcu.
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN -
REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BE!NG
PROTESTED U5l Grin way
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

MaA-07-0723

REASONOFPROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning because See Aftachment A

BT \Af’(LM
ALF~OR2D
Use separaie sheel if necessary
The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on bef’?f which this protest is being filed,

is sifuated at: {describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number,

/
o

100 Brin Waw
hek - 02 022

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above s a:
E FeeInterest (ownership)
D Leasehold interest which expires on

I:I Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Prolestpmb5/Application Hav.6/2/2008
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interast being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease whichhasa
remaining term of tern years or longer shall be desmed an *owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an efigible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such lagal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lisu thersof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

&

PRINTNAME 7 % - . DAYTIME ) _
Yhevre  Sonnsey TELEPHONE# 408 79 2 2545
ADDRESS | CITY STATE ZIPCOD
. 7. 2 («5
LS Evin Waey Cliowapheld 5} 1 500
SIGNATURE (Notarize - : 5 - DATE. i
PG a Se,ﬁzj D2, 20
PRINTNAME DAYTIME )
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cImY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

Use separate shest if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng Protast.pmB5/AppEcation Rev, 6/2/2008
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resuitin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff hasnot provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County

zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compHance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




